INTRODUCTION
Against a backdrop of serious fiscal imbalances and scarce domestic resources, there are high expectations of the use of EU funds, both at the national and local levels. Given the often contradictory public perceptions of the level of EU funds utilization, this article seeks to establish how much of these funds were attracted by local units and to provide readers with as easy as possible access to this information. The article uses the database on the budgets of the local units, available at the Ministry of Finance's official website which offers a systematic presentation of the EU grants data for the period 2011-14.
Subsequent verification of enacted budgets, mid-year and year-end local units' budget execution reports, and contacts with the competent financial and budget authorities in some local units have revealed deviations from the data presented in the used database with respect to certain local units. Therefore, this paper does not include any detailed analyses of this matter, but only the basic data to inform readers and to provide the leaders of the announced territorial and fiscal organisation reform with additional information and arguments, along with some previously published analyses 2, necessary for taking the best possible decisions.
As shown below, the amount of EU grants attracted by local units increased from year to year (from HRK 17m in 2011 to HRK 134m in 2014 . However, these amounts were still relatively modest. Of a total of HRK 309m used in the said period, more than a half related to cities, less than a third to counties and less than a fifth to municipalities.
The Split-Dalmatia County attracted the bulk of the EU funds during the reference period (HRK 29m, i.e. only HRK 64 per capita), followed by the Virovitica-Podravina County (HRK 19m or HRK 228 per capita). Senj was a leader among cities, with HRK 18m, or as much as HRK 2.563 per capita. It was followed by Osijek, Križevci, Zagreb and Koprivnica which attracted about HRK 10m to HRK 11m each, but with significantly smaller per capita amounts (Zagreb, for example, had as little as HRK 13 per capita!). Also standing out were the cities of Skradin and Vrlika, with over a thousand kuna grants per capita each. Among municipalities, leaders in the total amount of attracted EU grants were Darda (with HRK 6m), and Erdut and Magadenovac (about HRK 3m each). However, leaders in the per capita amounts were the municipalities of Podravska Moslavina, Lišane Ostrovičke, Magadenovac, Tinjan, Veliki Bukovec, Mali Bukovec and Marijanci (each having over HRK 1,000 per capita).
When it comes to the average share of EU grants in total grants received by a local unit in the reference period, the following stand out: the cities of Senj (46%), Donji Miholjac and Jastrebarsko (over 30% each); municipalities of Magadenovac, with 40%, Goričan, Svetvinčenat, Podravska Moslavina and Primošten (over 30% each). In the case of counties, the average shares of EU grants in total grants were negligent. The Virovitica-Podravina County leads with as little as 7%, followed by the Split-Dalmatia and Istria counties (only 5% each).
As regards the average share of EU grants in local units' total operating revenues in the reference period, the municipality of Podravska Moslavina led with 19%, followed by Lišane Ostrovičke, Marijanci, Mali Bukovec and Veliki Bukovec (over 10% each). Among cities, Senj and Kutjevo stood out with 13% and 10% respectively, and among counties, the largest share was reported by the Virovitica-Podravina County (only 4%).
However, the most notable result of this analysis is that as much as 85% of municipalities and over half of cities used no EU grants at all. Moreover, although only two counties failed to use these grants, the amounts used were too low, regardless of the measure used. Below is a brief explanation of the purpose and types of EU grants, including numerical and graphical presentations of basic data.
PURPOSE AND TYPES OF EU GRANTS
EU grants (EU funds) are intended to (co)finance specific projects and programmes used for the implementation of particular EU policies. EU grants can be direct, when received by local units (counties, cities and municipalities) directly from the European Commission or other Member States (the socalled cross-border programmes), or indirect, when provided via budget users (the users of the national, county, city or municipality budgets) which transfer the EU funds to them. Current EU grant is provided for the financing of operating expenditures (regular activities during an accounting period), whereas capital grant is used for the financing of non-financial fixed assets.
Examples of direct and indirect, current and capital EU grants 
WHERE TO FIND INFORMATION ON EU GRANTS?
The information on EU grants to counties, cities and municipalities can be found in:
 enacted budgets, as well as mid-year and year-end reports on the execution of local units' budgets 3 ;  the archive of all local units' budgets, available at the Ministry of Finance's 4 website;  reports on revenues and expenditures, and receipts and outlays (PR-RAS) 5 which constitute parts of the annual financial statements to be submitted to the FINA by local units; as of 2015, local units are required to publish those statements on their official websites within eight days from their submission to the FINA. This requirement arises from Article 12 of the Budget Act. According to the Rulebook on Financial Reporting in Budget Accounting, counties, cities and municipalities are required to submit their annual financial statements for the previous year to the FINA no later than 15 February, which means that they are to be published on the official websites no later than 23 February (e.g. the deadline for publishing the 2015 reports was 23 February 2016).
Fund for the Co-financing of EU Project Implementation at the Regional and Local Levels
Local units often fail to attract EU grants due to a lack of the necessary funds to co-finance their own costs relating to those projects. Therefore, in 2015 the Ministry of Regional Development and EU Funds started to provide direct assistance from the Fund for the Co-financing of EU Project Implementation at the Regional and Local Levels to local users for the co-financing of their costs related to the implementation of specific projects.
The assistance is provided annually, based on the development index of the local unit in which the aided investment is to be made. Consequently, less developed local units receive more generous grants 6 .
UTILISATION OF EU GRANTS
In the period 2011-14, 90% of the counties, 47% of the cities and 15% of the municipalities received EU grants in the total amount of HRK 309m. As shown in Graph 1, from 2011 to 2014, the amount of grants to local units increased almost eightfold (from HRK 17m to HRK 134m).
Graph 1
Graph 2 In the reference period, the bulk of EU grants (Graph 2) went to cities (HRK 155.8m), followed by counties (HRK 94.7m) and municipalities (HRK 58.4m). The grants were provided to:  60 out of 128 cities; the largest amount went to Senj (HRK 18.4m), followed by Križevci and Osijek (HRK 11.1m each) (Table D2) ;  18 out of 20 counties; most of the grants was given to the Split-Dalmatia County (HRK 29.1m), followed by the Virovitica-Podravina and Istria counties (HRK 19.3m and HRK 17.2m respectively) (Table D1) ;  66 out of 428 municipalities; the bulk of grants went to Darda (HRK 6m), followed by Erdut and Magadenovac (HRK 3.1m each) (Table D3) . 6 The Fund is financed from 1.5% of the personal income tax revenues collected in municipalities and cities (except those located in assited areas), the unused funds are trensferred to next year. More details about the allocation of funds in 2016 can be found at: https://razvoj.gov.hr/pristup-informacijama/javni-pozivi-i-natjecaji/aktualno/1901. These figures give cause for concern, as more than half of the cities never used grants and only ten of them received over 60% of the total amount utilized. The situation is similar with municipalities: as little as 15% of them used grants and ten municipalities attracted nearly half of the total amount provided. While almost all counties (except two) utilized EU grants, only four of them received over 80% of the total. Even these basic data suggest that very few local units were willing and able to use EU grants.
As shown in Graph 3, the amount of capital grants received by local units in the reference period (HRK 174m) was larger than that of current grants (HRK 135m). Regrettably, it is impossible to show the amounts of direct and indirect grants received, because the data presented in the publicly available Ministry of Finance's database, used in this article, point to numerous booking inaccuracies. 
Good examples of Senj, Darda and Podravska Moslavina
A leader among cities in the observed period was Senj, with the largest amount of EU grants utilized, both in total and per capita terms, and the largest average share of this grants in total grants and in total operating revenues. The city used the IPA and IPARD programme funds for four projects: a Consulting and Education
Centre "Learn Something New and Useful", the renovation of the Nehaj Park, construction of the sanitary and storm water sewers, and construction of a recreational and sports centre. It is noteworthy that, among cities, Senj ranked as low as 86th in population and 29th in per capita budget revenue collected in 2014.
Standing out among municipalities in the observed period were Darda and Podravska Moslavina. The former received the largest total amount of EU grants (from IPA programme), which it used for funding some ITeducation projects and constructing a storm water sewer. Podravska Moslavina utilized the largest per capita amount of EU grants and was a leader in the average share of this grants in total operating revenues. It used the IPARD funds for the funding of two projects related to the reconstruction of local unclassified roads. However, neither the two municipalities nor the city of Senj stood out for their size or wealth. Among municipalites, in terms of per capita budget revenues in 2014, Podravska Moslavina ranked 213th, and Darda only 264th. In terms of population, among municipalites, Darda ranked 17th and Podravska Moslavina as low as 374th in Croatia.
7 It was impossible to check in other available databases whether the amounts of curent and capital EU grants in the database used in this article had been booked correctly or whether the EU grants had been recorded under inappropriate items. Although such likelihood exists, one should hope that no serious errors have been committed. During the four observed years, in average the largest amount of EU grants per capita was provided to municipalities (HRK 70), about four times the amount given to cities (HRK 17) and ten times the amount received by counties (HRK 7).
When it comes to total EU grants per capita received in the four observed years, the Podravska Moslavina municipality is a leader with HRK 2,352 (Table D3) , followed by the city of Senj with HRK 2,563 (Table D2) .
CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
Although the EU grants attracted by local units increased from year to year, the utilized amounts are still relatively low. The biggest winners were only few cities that recognised the importance of EU programmes on time and showed willingness and financial and staff capacities to successfully implement the programmes. One of good examples is Senj which founded an Institution for Development of the City of Senj back in 2006. Among its other activities, this institution applies for and implements EU projects. Attracting EU funds is a challenging, though obviously not impossible task, which is best exemplified by successful minor cities and municipalities. Therefore, local units should put more effort into employee training, learn from those who are more successful, join forces and cooperate while using the assistance of the Association of Cities and Municipalities and Croatian County Association. Moreover, a large number of small municipalities and cities are often understaffed, unable to pay for assistance in applying for projects and inadequately informed on the opportunities offered in the published calls for proposals. Accordingly, the Government should develop more systematic ways of helping them (e.g. in the form of free assistance provided by county agencies and/or administrative bodies) and encourage them to team up and be more active in attracting EU funds.
Besides the inertness and inefficiency of local units, often combined with staffing and financial difficulties (especially in smaller, but also larger units), there are numerous other causes of poor EU funding withdrawal, particularly sluggish administration and delays at the national level. Some key strategic documents are still lacking, for example a Regional Development Strategy for the period until 2020. Moreover, calls for proposals are often postponed and the requirements for submitting projects are disclosed only a few days before releasing the tenders. Applicants can wait for more than a year for the information whether their projects have been accepted; public calls for proposals are frequently altered (e.g. application conditions and documentation), and it is not always clear how the received grants is to be booked. Consequently, the Government and professional services within the ministries and agencies responsible for EU fund utilisation are expected to resolve the said problems and help local units in gaining access to EU funding through a more rapid, simple and sustainable system of attracting and utilizing these funds. In order to facilitate the monitoring and analysis of EU grants, it is crucial to establish effective accounting rules, formulate clear booking instructions to be complied by local units and check the accuracy of the bookings.
Obviously, there are many challenges, but there are also good examples of local units which have attracted considerable total and per capita amounts of grants, as well as those with significant shares of EU grants in total grants and in their total operating revenues. They point to a need for a well-considered territorial and fiscal reorganisation of the state. For, is there any sense in having local units without even basic staffing and financial capacity to keep track of tenders, respond to them and meet the necessary requirements for the utilisation of EU funds? It is possible, of course, that even the smallest and poorest local units join together and use help from higher levels of government, but this would by no means obviate the need for at least the basic staffing and financial capacities. The long list of local units which have never used EU grants as well as the list of local units with minimum utilized amounts of grants suggest that it is high time something was done about it by both the Government and local units. Tables D1, D2 and D3 below show current and capital EU grants for each local unit in the period 2011-14, and tables D4 and D5 list cities and municipalities which have received no grants. A database in Excel provides annual data on current and capital EU grants for each local unit, as well as the share of this grants in total operating revenues and total grants of a given local unit. 
